PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Pat el Raj an
DOCKET NO.: 05-01738.001-R-1
PARCEL NO.: 03-06-403-072

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Patel Rajan, the appellant, and the DuPage County Board of
Revi ew.

The subj ect property has been inproved with a part one-story and
part two-story single famly dwelling of frame and masonry
exterior construction. The dwelling is three years old and
contains 3,366 square feet of living area. Features include a
full unfinished basenent, central air conditioning, a fireplace,
and an attached two-car garage of 493 square feet of building
ar ea. The property is located in Itasca, Addison Township,
DuPage County, Illinois.

The appellant appeared before the Property Tax Appeal Board
arguing that the fair market value of the subject property was
not accurately reflected in its assessed val ue. Addi tionally,
and of primary concern, appellant disputed the square foot |iving
area of the dwelling as recorded by the assessing officials.

In support of the dwelling's square footage, appellant testified
and presented both a plat of survey and an appraisal to support
his claim The plat of survey sets forth neasurenents two pl aces
past the decimal point for the footprint of the dwelling, but
there is no total calculation of square footage of this part one-
story and part two-story dwelling stated on the plat.
Furthernore, no one with expertise was present to testify wth
regard to the neasurenents set forth on the plat of survey or
what the total dwelling square footage woul d be based upon these
neasur enment s. As to the appraisal which appellant filed, it
indicates the dwelling has 3,075 square feet of I|iving area.
However, the apprai ser who prepared the report was not present to
testify. In his brief, appellant contended the subject property
consists of 3,101 square feet of living area. |In testinony, the

(Conti nued on Next Page)
Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax
Appeal Board hereby finds no change in the assessnent of the

property as established by the DuPage County Board of Review is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

LAND: $ 50, 790
IMPR: $ 129,590
TOTAL: $ 180, 380

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.

PTAB/ cck/ 6- 17
1 of 9



Docket No. 05-01738.001-R-1

appellant indicated as part of the signed contract for
construction of the dwelling the builder's neasurenents were
3,231 square feet of living area. In further testinony,

appel l ant indicated the base square footage of the dwelling was
2,922 square feet and the appellant purchased the addition of an
extended famly room thus increasing the size by another 160
square feet, for a total of 3,082 square feet.

Wth regard to the dwelling's square footage, the board of review
presented the testinony of Dawn Aderholt from the Addison

Township Assessor's Ofice. Exterior neasurenents were the
assessor's customary nethod for determ ning square footage of
living area. G ven the appellant's contention in this appeal

that the living area square footage was in error, the assessing
officials re-neasured the subject property with the appell ant
present on April 11, 2006. In doing that neasurenent, Aderholt
advi sed the appellant of some nmeasuring discrepancies with the
data shown by appellant's appraiser. For instance, on one |length
of the dwelling, the neasurenent was found to be 45 10" which
the apprai ser rounds up to 46' whereas the appraiser's sketch had
a measurenent as 43" for this sanme area. Through the course of
the re-neasurenent by the assessor's office, an error regarding a
tandem garage was di scovered and caused a reduction of 16 square
feet to the size of the dwelling from the assessor's previous
measur enment . Thus, Aderholt testified that her nore recent
nmeasurenents found 3,366 square feet of Iliving area, although
previ ous records had the dwelling as having 3,382 square feet.

In testinmony, the appellant expounded that in his subdivision,
there were four types of nodel hones and 62 properties. He
contends that his nodel hone was the second nost expensive of the
options and the builder's advertisements indicated the top end
nodel had 3,360 square feet. Therefore, the appellant cannot
conpr ehend how the subject property could be said to have 3, 366
square feet of living area, thus exceeding the size of the "top
end" nodel. Mor eover, appellant reiterated that the appraiser
was asked to reconfirm the neasurenents after the assessor re-
neasured the subject property; the appraiser having done so,
appellant testified that the appraiser re-confirnmed the interior
Living area neasurenents of the subject property as 3,075 square
eet .

! Appellant also advised that the appraiser could be brought to hearing on
another date to testify. Appellant acknow edged that he did not seek to have
the appraiser and/or builder present for the hearing as currently schedul ed
and then requested a continuance to present those w tnesses. The Heari ng
O ficer denied the continuance request since the appellant did not show good
cause why the appraiser and/or builder were not present for the hearing
(Oficial Rules of the Property Tax Appeal Board, Section 1910.67(i)) and,
nore inportantly, the appellant indicated the appraiser's testinmny would
concern interior neasurenents, which is not the basis for determining living
area square footage for purposes of assessnent.
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Gven the appellant's argunents that he did not receive
information fromthe townshi p assessor regardi ng the neasurenents
taken, the Hearing Oficer ordered the production to the
appel l ant and the Board of a copy of the schematic depicting the
nmeasurenments taken of the subject and the total square footage
cal cul ation. Said docunment was marked as board of review exhibit
1

The Property Tax Appeal Board finds the best evidence in this
record of the living area square footage of the subject dwelling
is the testinmony of and neasurenents presented by the township
assessor. The appellant's various docunments wth varying
nmeasurenents of the subject property cannot overcone testinony of
the assessing official who went to the dwelling, neasured it in
response to the appellant's concerns that the size was incorrect,
and indicated the living area square footage. The appellant had
no conpelling first-hand evidence to refute the assessor's
evidence of the living area square footage.

In support of his overvaluation argunent, the appellant filed an
appraisal with the Property Tax Appeal Board and al so provided
two sales conparables on a grid analysis. In addition, the
appel l ant noted that he purchased the subject property in August
2003 for $467, 323.

In examning the appraisal, it appears that the appraiser used
two of the three traditional approaches to value in concluding an
esti mated market val ue of $490,000 for the subject property as of
July 14, 2003. The stated purpose of the appraisal was for use
in a nortgage finance transaction. The report indicates the
sal es conparison approach was given the nost weight in the fina

estimate of market value with supporting weight from the cost
appr oach. In the cost approach, the appraiser estinmated a site
val ue of $80,000 with an estinmated reproduction cost new of the
i nprovenents, including a dwelling of 3,075 square feet of living
area, the basenent of 1,611 square feet, and a garage of 501
square feet of building area, of $403,185 plus site inprovenents
of $8,000 for a total indicated value by the cost approach of
$491, 185. Under the sales conparison approach, the analysis
consi sted of three conparables |ocated within tw blocks of the
subject. These conparables were descri bed as two-story, frane or
frame and masonry dwel lings containing from2,621 to 3,128 square

feet of living area. The properties featured full unfinished
basenments, a fireplace, central air conditioning, and a two or
t hree-car garage. Conparabl e nunber 3 was noted as the sane
nodel hone as the subject property. The sales occurred from

March to May 2003 and ranged in value from $480,000 to $509, 114
or from $158.67 to $183.14 per square foot of living area,
i ncluding | and. The appraiser mnmade adjustnents to the
conparables for |lot size, exterior construction, living area
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square footage, garage size and anenities such as fencing and
Jacuzzis, however, the appraiser was not at the hearing to
explain the basis of these adjustnents. In the sal e conparison
approach, the appraiser estimted a market val ue of $490, 000.

In the grid analysis, appellant set forth two conparables in the
i mediate vicinity of the subject property. The conparables were
part one-story and part two-story, masonry or frame and masonry
dwel lings between three and five years old. The properties
featured full finished basenments, a fireplace, central air
conditioning, and a garage of 567 square feet of building area.
These properties sold in August 2002 and Septenber 2003 for
prices of $460,515 and $528, 674 or $149.03 and $162. 07 per square
foot of living area, including |land. The subject property's 2003
purchase price of $467,323 divided by 3,366 square feet of living
area results in a sale price of $138.84 per square foot of |iving
area, including |and.

Based on these conparisons, the appellant felt that an assessnent
of $170, 340 was supported. This reduced assessnent would result
in an estimated fair a nmarket value of approximately $511,532 for
the subject property based on the three-year nedian |evel of
assessnents of 33.30% for 2005 in DuPage County as determ ned by
the Illinois Departnent of Revenue.

The Board of review presented its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal " wherein the subject's final assessnment of $180,380 was
di scl osed. The subject's assessnent reflects an estimated narket
value of $541,682 or $160.93 per square foot of living area,
including land, wusing the 2005 three-year mnmedian |evel of
assessnments for DuPage County of 33.30% In support of the
subject's current assessnent, the board of review presented a
letter from the Addison Township Assessor's Ofice along wth
grids and property record cards.

In the letter, the assessor reiterated the re-nmeasurenent which
occurred in response to the appellant's concerns. The assessor
also indicated that in adhering to USPAP requirenents, the
assessor would not consider an appraisal done for financing for
ad val orem tax purposes. Furthernore, the assessor criticized
certain aspects of the appraisal report in terns of its value
conclusion. 1In addition, the assessor noted that the appellant's
five suggested sal es conparabl es presented a sales price range of
approximtely $148 to $183 per square foot of living area,
including land, with the subject having been purchased in 2003
for approximtely $139 per square foot of living area, including
| and. Since the subject's purchase price per square foot fell
bel ow the range of the appellant's own sales conparables, the
assessor concluded that the appellant has failed to establish
overval uati on
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In the sale conparison grid in support of the current assessnent,
the assessor set forth three conparables |ocated within the sane
subdi vision as the subject property along wth the applicable

property record cards. Board of review conparable number 1 is
the sanme as conparable sale #3 wutilized by the appellant's
appr ai ser. These three conparables were two-story, frane or

frame and masonry single famly dwellings which were built in
2002 or 2004. The dwellings featured full, unfinished basenents,
central air conditioning, and garages of 430 or 506 square feet
of building area. Two of the conparables included a fireplace.
These conparabl es had 3,262 or 3,382 square feet of living area.
The properties sold between March 2003 and Cctober 2004 for
pur chase prices ranging from $509, 114 to $532,286 or from $150. 54
to $163.18 per square foot of living area, including | and. Based
on its analysis, the board of review requested confirmation of
the subject's 2005 assessnent.

In response to the appellant's evidence, the board of review al so
submtted a grid analysis detailing the three sal es conparables
set forth in the appellant's appraisal along with copies of the
applicable property record cards. It is noted that for appraisal
sal es conparables #1 and #2, the living area square footage was
incorrectly stated according to the applicable property record
card. Apprai sal sales conparable #1 had actually 2,575 square
feet rather than 2,621 square feet. Appraisal sales conparable
#2 was actually 3,352 square feet rather than 3,128 square feet
and this dwelling also had a partially finished basenent rather
than an unfini shed basenent as reported by the appraiser. Wth
the size changes and an error in the sales price of one of the
properties, the board of review found appellant's apprai sal sales
conparables #1 and #2 to have sold for $182.52 and $148.07 per
square foot of living area, including |and.

Lastly, the board of review submitted a grid analysis detailing
the two sales conparables presented by the appellant in his
appeal petition. No substantial differences were noted in
exam ning the data. However, appellant's sales conparable #2
whi ch sold in August 2002 for $460,515 was reported to have sold
nore recently in June 2006 for a purchase price of $515,500 or
$166.83 per square foot of living area, including |and.

After hearing the testinony and reviewing the record, the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds that it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of this appeal.

When overvaluation is clained, the appellant has the burden of
proving the value of the property by a preponderance of the
evi dence. W nnebago County Board of Review v. Property Tax
Appeal Board, 313 IIl. App. 3d 179, 728 N E 2d 1256 (2™ Dist.
2000); Oficial Rules of the Property Tax Appeal Board, 86 II1I.
Adm n. Code Sec. 1910.63(e). Proof of market value may consi st
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of an appraisal, a recent armis length sale of the subject
property, recent sales of conparable properties, or recent
construction costs of the subject property. Oficial Rules of
the Property Tax Appeal Board, 86 1l1l. Admn. Code Sec.
1910.65(c). The Board finds the appellant has not overcone this
bur den.

In the absence of the appraiser for the hearing to address
questions as to the selection of the conparables and/or the
adjustnments made to the conparables in order to arrive at the
value conclusion set forth in the appraisal, the Property Tax
Appeal Board will consider only the appraisal's raw sales data in
its analysis and give no weight to the final value concl usion
made by the appraiser. The Board finds the appraisal report is
tantanount to hearsay. [1linois courts have held that where
hearsay evidence appears in the record, a factual determ nation
based on such evidence and unsupported by other sufficient
evidence in the record nust be reversed. LaG ange Bank #1713 v.

DuPage County Board of Review 79 Ill. App. 3d 474 (2™ Dist.
1979); Russell v. License Appeal Comm, 133 IIl. App. 2d 594 (1%
Dist. 1971). In the absence of an appraiser being avail able and

subj ect to cross-examnation regarding nethods wused and
conclusions drawn, the Board finds that the appraisal conclusion
of an estimated market value of the subject as of July 2003 of
$490, 000, the weight and credibility of the evidence and opinion
of value has been significantly di mnished and cannot be deened
conclusive as to value of the subject property.

Turning now to the conparable sales in the record, the parties
provided sales data on seven suggested conparables when
considering the raw sales data presented in the appellant's
appraisal, the appellant's grid of two sales, and the board of
reviews grid of three sales, along wth elimnation of
dupl i cati on. It is noteworthy that the appraiser listed sale
conparabl e #3 as having 3,075 square feet of living area while
the board of review s sane property as sale conparable #1 was
said to have 3,382 square feet of living area; while both the
apprai ser and the board of review had the sane purchase price,
the price per square foot differs due to the stated size
di fferences. Appellant's appraiser had sale #3 as being
purchased for $165.57 per square foot of |iving area, including
land, while the board of review had the sane property as
purchased for $150.54 per square foot of living area, including
land. In light of the property record card for this property and
the lack of the appellant's appraiser to testify and explain his
size determnation, the Board finds the figures provided by the
board of review to be nore substantiated in this record.

In analyzing these seven sales conparables, the Property Tax
Appeal Board has given | ess weight due to differences in exterior
construction from the subject property to appraisal sale
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conparabl e #1, appellant's sale conparable #1, and board of
review sal e conparable #3. The Board finds the remaining four
sales conparables to be nost simlar to the subject in age,
style, features, and | ocation.

These four properties had unadjusted sale prices ranging from
$460, 515 to $532,286 or from $148.07 to $163. 18 per square foot
of Iliving area, including |and. The subject property was
purchased in August 2003 for $467,323 or $138.84 per square foot
of living area, including |and. The Property Tax Appeal Board
further finds the subject's 2005 assessnent reflects an estimated
fair market value of $160.93 per square foot of living area

including land, which is within the range established by these
nost simlar conparable sales. Therefore, the appellant has
failed to denobnstrate overvaluation by a preponderance of the
evidence and a reduction is not warranted based on the evidence
pr esent ed.

7 of 9



Docket No. 05-01738.001-R-1

This is a final adm nistrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal
Board which is subject to reviewin the CGrcuit Court or Appellate
Court under the provisions of the Adm nistrative Review Law (735

I LCS 5/3-101 et seq.) and section 16-195 of the Property Tax Code.

Chai r man

> 2 M&f

Menmber Menber

Menmber Menber
DI SSENTI NG

CERTI FI CATI ON

As Clerk of the Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board and the keeper of
the Records thereof, | do hereby certify that the foregoing is a
true, full and conplete Final Admnistrative Decision of the

I[I'linois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

Date: June 27, 2008

. Cutrillon:

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board

| MPORTANT NOTI CE
Section 16-185 of the Property Tax Code provides in part:

"If the Property Tax Appeal Board renders a decision |owering the
assessnent of a particular parcel after the deadline for filing
complaints with the Board of Review or after adjournnent of the
session of the Board of Review at which assessnents for the
subsequent year are being considered, the taxpayer may, within 30
days after the date of witten notice of the Property Tax Appeal
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Board’' s deci sion, appeal the assessnent for the subsequent year
directly to the Property Tax Appeal Board."

In order to conply with the above provision, YOU MJST FILE A
PETI TION AND EVI DENCE WTH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD W THI N
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLOSED DECI SION I N ORDER TO APPEAL
THE ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPERTY FOR THE SUBSEQUENT YEAR

Based upon the issuance of a |owered assessnent by the Property
Tax Appeal Board, the refund of paid property taxes is the
responsibility of your County Treasurer. Please contact that
office with any questions you may have regarding the refund of

pai d property taxes.
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